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.^ABSTRACT 

guidance cpunselors working in 16 randoily selected Florida junior 
high schools, iiddle schools and senior high~ schools ga?e their 
opinions on drug et ^ucj ition, school policies for drag offenders and. 
the causes of^^rug aEuse* Drug education experts throughout the 
country also responded to the saie questions* The sar?ey shoved that 
the opinions of educators differ larkedly froi the opinioi)^ of dru^ 
education experts and that there is sbre agreement in opinion aiong 
experts than aiong ^ucators* The sarvey also showed that Educator 
. attitudes can be a source of resistance to effective drug education 
, as it is defined by experts bocaase: (1) educators are.iore likely 
than experts to see dru^ use as inoral and as a result of parental 
pereissiveness; (2) educa^tprs are lore likely to believe that ^schools 
cannot help drug users; and (3) educatPrs take a lore punitive ^ 
Approach to drug ushers than do-experts* Incorp6ratin*g this 
inf<^raation pn educator and expert attitudes toward drug education, 
the survey authors present an evaluation checklist for a drug 
vdducj!^1^ion program* (Author/RF) ^ ' ^ 
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FOREWORD 



Iht Pnii Educttlon Controversy: Attitudes of Eduotors *nd ^jcwts 

L * ■ ■■ ^ ^ 

Is « report of « -Florida Educ«tloiMl tt«$e«irch and QevelopMnt Co^mcil 
sponsored, Jitudy of te«cher/ «dBiitl$tr*torj «hl fuldince counselor"«ttl- 
~ttkf«s totmrd;dfuf education. The study. ^Iso Investigates the opinions of j 
drtif~«4ucatlon exports tad cattp«res thca with the opinions of these Hu- j 
c«tors. The study shows that teacher opinions vary widely and that oplnlon5j| 
can affect not only a teacherM delivery of a drug education prograa^ bet ; , 
Its rasults as k»11, ^ / 

Ifhat Is your opinion ^ ho¥ drug education programs should be con- 
ducted? Do you agree or disagree with the opinions 5tated?--Thej authors ~ 
^^_thls^Bulletln offer.you an opportunity to'coapere your answers with 
those people surveyed. This report cwtld be the basis for discussion 
aMDg those pe<^l« responsible for planning and l«ple«entlng drug educa- 
tion progTMts In a school district. 

On Mialf ^_F£RDC 1 congratulate the authors for presenting an Iti- 
. ""portant current topic In a readable lieiiner. ^ . 



W» Ft Brelvogel 
Guest Editor 
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the Drug £duc«tt<m Coattoversyi 
i ^ ^ - 

AttltudM of £duc«tor« aiul Expert if ^ 



There is «aae Iroay 1a the fact that deaplte neeslve criticisms of 'AMerlcan 
JBcbooliag theitt reaalne e perelatent belief that no problem la ao„blg that 
education caa*t .aolv« It. The oatlooal call for drug educaCloq, la a caaa In 
point. A. 1975 rtport to the, Prealdent of the United Stataa acated that govern-, 
sent clforta to reduce tha aupply of Illicit ^ruga, liprlaon drug trafflckera 
md rehabilitate drug ustfa were not UkelyjO- significantly retard drug use. 
^lUlMtaly;** tlie report concludedt **the drug.problem can only be contslited ^ 
through effective drug education and prevention efforta.^^ , _ , / 
What Is ''effective*' dru^ education? This report deals vlth thla question^ ^ 
In e unique vay< Ita autho^ aurveyed a saeple of^lojrldi .e4ucatbra"1iq^ 1/ 
asked thelr opiftlona on dnS^ucatlon. school pollclea for drug offeodera ' 
eod t|ie causes of drug ebute. The aaae qu^atloj^^re adted oY drug educatlen . 



.«Jtperi|a throughout the^^tS^try; 



A revlcv of the drug education literature and an analyala of ^)^r_te*. ' 

- - ■ , - ^ " - " ; 

tc^ponaea^to.our aurvay ellow ua to_aet out som guidelines for effective . 

. "1"-^ - - - " - i 

drug education. ^Jtbwevert there la more to drug e^kicatlon than a aet of 

■■■■ - ' ~ y - ■ - ■ ' ■ ■ ; 

guldelim^ ^Our aurvey Indicates that the oplnlona of teacherat_ ad»lnls- 
trat^a end guidance, couoae lore differ markedly from the oplnltms of drug 
"education experta. Tha attltudea of educators are likely ta be an loportant 



0omaatlc Council Drug Abuae Teak Force. White Paper on Drug Abuse 
(Wiatilngton. 0* C.i S, Government Printing Ofticot ,Sept. 1975), p. 65. 



ftource of r^alstafice to effective drug jeducatloti, at least as It 1« deflikcd 
hy experts.^ An analyala of educatoj oi»lfilo(n ehowf hov drug «ducetor*e 
attitudes are Intricately cotinected with a teacher^a wqrld view. Ve coficluda, 
therefore^ that auch attitudes will not be easily changed. The significance 
of ^hls feeling is discussed in the lasf^ section pt this report. 

' Attitudes exist nor only In the Ciontext of an- Individual* s personality^ 
but la a social context as veil. Tex this reason it is necesssry to briefly 
review the origins of the dttig education controva,r>yv It^sdars faniliar with 
the Mstory of drug -education say wish to skip this sec tlon^andy Wove on to 
the discussion of rasea^h /indittgs.'that begins on page S. 
A Clfpate of Ignoratice^ Fear and Political Contrbvarsy ' . 

- It is a s^d fact that .jrug abuse was Isrgely ignored until it spilled 

froB. poverty araas into the diddle class in the'lste ],960*s. Its spread asong 
Riddle, class youth. wssdraoaticT taking parents and educators by suprlsa. 
In fact* Many refused to acknowledge the existence of a drug problsa despite 
clear signs of itJi presence. &ne high school principal^ for _exattplf,y announced 
to local newspapers that there was no drug use Ifi his htgl) school. Much to^ 
his eabarras^sttentr the next djiy police discovered a Bid^ming pot party* 
behind 'his school^s cafeteria.. Hie situstlon was tude worse, when -Ir wss 
discovered that two of the young people arrested were the principal's own- 
-children* The exaaple is extrsM* but it serves to remind us of the naivete 
of patents snd educstors during thi^ period. ._ 

Drug abuse reached epidemic proportions quickly and educators were celled 
upon to build drug educacion^rogravs almost overnight* Widespread drug shuse 
was a new phcnoisenont however* and no one was sure how to procesd. The only 
relevant ei^perlence was in the ares of alcohol end tobacco sbuse educa^tlon 
and there was little research to Indicate that these efforts hsd been effective. 
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■ ■ ■ « - . 

Teachers kneu ^Isoet norhinft about what drugs uere^, uhat they uete railed, 
what tbey^ looked like, ^ere they .veice avuilabU, what they did to the 
body-or uby Individuals used theti^ Vhen they turned to experts, for help 
they uere surprUed^to find little^ a^rcen^ent on the answ^r^ to these ques- 

tions. ... . . r ' " 

_ / ' ^ 

Tlie problem of ignor^ince uas compounded by the problem of fear. X^ru^ 

.'^ f — -'. '." ^ 

dbus& was having ^rave social, psychological and physiological effects on 

the young' , ^ooe children vere.dying. Parents and educators shared thl^ 

. . fear that perhaps their children uould be caught in rhe tar pit of drug 

_ addiction . Conservative estiirat^s drawn fron the Marional Center for Health 

.statistics'and State Healdi^partments indicated that drug related "deaths 

rose from 5,138 in 1963 9,920 in 1971 J Two higH schools _tan drug con- 

sumption studies an^ong their students in 1966 aod 1967. They found that 

- - ■ '1:— ---X" ■ " ^ . — 

— - ^pe crimen tat idn uith ptarljuana^^grew fton 20v£ to over 50v£ of their students 
tnijus^ a yea>*stinfce*2 . 

^. The problems surrounding drug abuse uere further clouded by= polltiral 
-^'^controversy. Drug u^e uas a part of the antl-eatabllshnent mood of the 1960_*s 
and early 70's and this mood spread With drug use Intn the **y<iiith culture.'* 
^'e music of the day screamed "everybody must get jtoned** and ^ome young peo- 
ple came^to see the use of drugs as a political statement* Some radirals 
suggested that .the young "light upland litsht out"^for the coming, revolution. 
Hij>ple' groups advise<l X^dropplng acid" (LSD) and "dropping out*' of society^ , 
Educators, a generally conservative group, viewed surh messages with ideo- 
logical alarm^ Dtug use uas seen by them not only as a threat to health-but 
\ - to the structures of school and .soeiety as ucU. 



^VilliAfli Barton, '*Orug-Related llortallty In the tJnited Sta/es, 1963-71,'' 
Ditig Forum . Vol. 4 (1), 1974, p. 83. ' 

. \^ - . ^ ' " ' ^ 

^Donald touria, The Drug Scene (Mew York: Bantan Books, 1970)* 



It 19 l«pottant to fmtt^t that Many drug education progrms and Achool 
poUclef covftrlAg dnig vc^e faahlcne4 In the heat of fear* Ignorance and 
political tunao'll. Sove prog^fAts and pdlldes still baar tha stavp of tha^a/ 
forc€a^ Muth has transpired dinca tha early days of^drug aducatlM^^.-hovevar , 
and vt'caci now Itwlt back to see how far we have cona*^ 
Early Ercors In Drti^ gjucatiott / ^ ' 

Earl/atteftpta at dr^g education vera simplistic, taclclng knowledge 
and useful guidance frov experts^ educators tended to view dmg abuae as an 
inforwatlonal problem* If students were glv^n the facts about drugs. It 
yas a^suBsd they would not fool with them. In retrospect. It sceM as If we 
should have known, better. Adults Jtould have exanined their own behavioT. . 

After alU nsny adults cnoke heavily even though science has confirmed that 

' - - - t . * *■ ■■ ■ ■ / 

such a habit can kill the«« Others gorge thettselves with fattening foods 

- " . " - * ^ 

knowing full well tlie dangers of overweights Perhaps we should JtaVe^ known _ 

tha; a quick Infusion of Inf ornatlon.. was noticing to be enou^ to solve the 

problen oj[ ejp.ldejclc drag abusd.^ A second flaw in m l^fojosatlonal approach 

to dtug education was Its assumption that edueators^ or at least exp^tts. 

knew what ''the facts" were corfcemln^; drugs and^drug abuse. That^wss not 

the case* Happily. Mjch has been learned since that tloK but there Is still 

great deal to be discovered. . - 

Hatters wf re nade^ worse because students frequently claimed to know 
more about drugs than their t^aohera, and took pride In correcting adult ^ 
errorsr Frequently, student infomatlon was erroneous or dlstottedf by 
the Mythologies of t}^ drug culture^, but. teachers knew little about 

' ' / . \ ■ 



che ared and were not able co ipoc cbese ttiocakes oc pc&ve chen^alse.^ Kany 
c«acbecft wece in«ecuce in dcug «ducaclon classea> Un^ccunacely, sone ccied 
CO hide ch«lc Ignocance and Inucudcy behind a ftceel wall oC convicdonT ^ 
Scacd cacdcs In drug aducadon bacaoe a face*^avlng device foe c^achecs who 
i#«ce tuntllllns co adnlc chey didn'c know tttlch abouc dcuga. Convinced that.dmgs 
wece c^cdbly dangecoust aoae ceachecs atcevpted to fdgkten scudenca away fron 
"cheic uae by ahadng ecconeou« InfotM^lon. 

Th« combined pceasucea of f«aCr 'J^gnocance and pollcica mad^ it tlffflculc 

... - - - ^ . -if 

^ fot ceacheca co keep thelc beaclngs and co view dcug educado^ issues, wlch an 
op«n nlnd> Some could see no dlscincdon becween "^ofc dcugs," auch as isad- 

Juanat and ^'hacd^dcugat" $uch aa hecoin^^ Wa obsacved one well meaning bu^ . 

intinfpjmd ceachec cTlLing hec class chat beer ddnklng was the flcsc deep 
down a shocc coad co hetoln addlccion> 

^Today^s dcug educadon llceracuct; wacna againsc such exaggeraced claims. 
Ic polncs ouc chat If scudenca dlscovec chac ceachecs mlscepceaenc che faces 
in one acea* c^eyLsay conclude chac educacocs are wcong in ochec aceas as well> *^ 
A nlsscacenenc about nadjuanar for axanpler may lead students co dlscegacd a 

'pecfecdy valid watnlng ^ouc che dangecs of amphetamine use> This was a 
difficult nessage to gee accoss in tfie eady days of dcug educadon. 'Some 
ceachecs liscened co che assecdon chac marijuana smoklt^g was noc causally 
celaceJ co hecoin addlcdon and concluded chac sot^eone was condoning che 
use of boch dcugs* Such acclcudes have noc diaappeaced^ though chey ace less 
pcevalent today- 

Scate ^acdcs were noc cesccicted co curi'lculun^maccecsv Many schools 
hoped that hacsh penaldes for dcug possession would effeccively discoucage 
dcug iisev Thece is noc much evidence co suppocc this atisactlon. Ycc harsh 
penalcies did aecve co dd schools of pcobleo s^udenti. Unfoccunacely, Such 
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pollclttfl did not rid. fltudcntt of 'their drug problea* and In ouny ln«t«nc«r 
.^courdgttd students to hide such probleos fron their teachers*. Such penalties 
^re harsh and- perhaps ev«n counter-productive « but It mMt be re«einl>er«d that ^ ' 
__'ln the late * 60* a^ schools wer« 111 prepared to handle the ptobletts of drug 
" abuse and titcre were fev local agencies prepared to assist school official's. 

Happily) that altuatloit has changed dranatlcally. Today nany agencles stand 

" ^ _ - - - ' ^ 

ready to counsel drug abusers and advise school systeins (and fc^mllles^on 

. - drug related natters. ^ 

Pru& Jfeuss and Peclslon-M^gtoR ~ ^ 

There Is little educators can do to reduce the supply of Jru^s available 

to students. Thereforet In recent years drug education hps worked to lessen 

the desLand for drugs rather than.the^ir suppl3^*- Hom can this be done? While ' 

searching for answers to that question^ drug educators had to confront sove 

-basic facts* they came to reallte that dru^ abuse begins with a conscious 

decision to experlnent with drugs^ Such decisions are often aade b* Immature 

,^youngsfers acting ^ Insufficient Inforoatlun under Che strain of peer group 

V^pressure; Confronted with these factSf drug educators came to see tp^t their 

task was to help young people sake rational decisions under adverse clrcuin- 

stanc^s. This was difficult to do* 

It Js relatlv^f^easy to provide drug in£omatlon. It la relatively essy . 

: — to tell students wh£.t^,tticlr drug use decisions should be. It Is difficulty 

^hovevery to avoid Halting such lessons "preachy** and abstract*. If drug educa- _ 

tlon Is abouj^ declslon-;^klngt educafors inust ask what, opportunities schools 

provide stjit^ents for asking decisions. Certainly students choose to follow school 



ruleS'or to break thea, but this Involves conformity and not declslon-naklng.. 
In,~s perverse wsy^^ the lessim of blind conformity can encourage drug use* A 
Student trained to confom to the lta«edlate pressures of the s^ool will find 



6 
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It «dfty to.conform to the loMMdlat^ pressured ot the peer group,, When friends 
ere encouraging a student to use drtigs* the decision to abstain Is an act of 
non^-confomltV t Hovever* few schools choose to educate youngsters In the skills^ 
of' Intelligent non-^conformlty* 
EyperlMentlfiflJrfj^th Drug Edticatlon 

Because school systems did not have a clear notion of what dlre<^cion druf; s 
education, should take* early programs were by definition experimental, ^ucators 
slnply did not knoy what would work. Vnfortunately, few early dru(> education 
programs were undertaken In the spirit of scientific experlt»entatlon. School 

systems were not mpjlest enough to admit th?y dldn*t know what they vere doing. 

■ / ' - ^ / 

The public pressure was intense and schools did not Vant to advertise that 

,they were experftaentlng. To put It bluntly, teachers could not be sure that 

their drug education efforts would decrease drug use. It was possible that, 

their programs would have no effect* or worse* they mi^ht subtly encourage 

/ * 

drug experimentation among stiidents,,^ ^ . 

tlhderstand£;bly) perhaps, educators were unyllling to admit such grim pos'>^ 
slblUtles to the public or to themsc'lves. Instead they proceeded without 
the controlled conditions necessary for experlatentation, without devices to 
measure program effects and without a conntltment to. discovery. The assumption 
was that any action wjs berter than Inactivity and that drug abuse was so ser- 
ious a problem thafr wn could not afford to bog down our drug education, efforts 
with the extra .baggage of scientific experimentation. To take Just one example, 
the ^tate of I4ew Jersey sVc^ up ^ cradh program In drug eduj^tlon after only a 
few months planning. Every Junior ^and senior public high school tea9her was 



^See Bill C* Wallace, Eduxtatlon and The Dru fi Scene (Uncoln, Nebraska: Pro- 
fessional Educators ^bllcatlons* Incr* 1974)* p. 83. 
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glvtiY drug education training and all public junior and senior high school 

^ 

'Students were required to attend drug education classes. All of this was 
accoapU&hed in one academic year* Unfortunately* the experience did not 
bring new Infcmatlon to the dntg education -fl»lii^ No systematic effort was 
qiade to discover tha effects^ of the pfOj^tan on a state local level. No 
effort wa5 made to systematically diversify approaches In different aread so 

■\ ^ \ V ^ 

that the r^ults could be fruitfully coopared. Netf Jersey's drug education 

^ \ \ ■ 

program was random^ unplanned* unmoiiitored and* as far as anyone could tellt 

\ - ■ ^ 
unproductive,,, Vhlle not all education ptograois were as ambitious or wide-' 

tanging as the^^New Jersey experlnent* this pattern haslbeen repeated In local 



school districts across the-country. 

^ While the e^perlf&entai model doed not typify the drW edticatlon effort, 
neither has It beet^ an unknown entity. There is now a good deal .of material 
designed^ to help school systems effectively evaluate theli^drug education 
efforts, l^raaslng numbers of drog education programs ar^carefully gathering 
^information about their results. These efforts will be Invaluafjle to the drug 
education enterprisei t . ^ ^ ^ 

Research Findings 

The Focus of This Study 

' Mfiny drug education cffotts have been weakened because they ^ald exclu- 
sive attention to the attitudes and behaviors of students. Vhiu\his area 




a Import^int. it Is no more so than the attitudes and behaviors of t?achers ' 



^One notable example from Florida Is the Drug Education Through the Ht^anitles 
pi-ogtam In Sarasota County* Florida. It has not only produced a praising 
approach to drug education; it has developed a valuable model of evaluatloni 
Contact David Rotb^l* project dlrectort 2^1^ Hatton Street* Sarasota^ Flor*^ 
ido* 22477. \ 



administering drug education progcams. It had been a professional assumption* 
that any qualified teacher can be trained to become an effective drug. educator^ 
Such an assumption forgets that drug education is controversial and there Is 
Alll disagreement as to what approach Is most effective. ^ Tlils s^udy Invest- 
Igatefi teacher opinions aq^ fiome of the iK>st controversial a^^as of drug edu^ 
'cation. It will show the teacher^ opinions vary widely land ji^ will suggest 
that opinions can affect not only a teacher's delivery of yd drug education 
program, but Its results ^ well. ' ^ ; . 

The stud^r a^lso Investigates the opinions of drug e^t|C9tlon experts and 
compares them with the opinions of educators. The attitudes of experts were 

not unanlmouSr but, as might he expectedr they were not as wide ranging as 

^1 - ■ ■ ' ' * 

those of_ educators. Not so expectedr however, was the dramatic differences 

<^ . ■ ^ " ■ 

found, be tureen the attitudes of teachers and the attitudes of experts. - ^ 

Who Participated In this Study? ' \ 

pie^'study Investigates the attitudes of 651 teachet;^) ^dnlnlstrators'and 

guld^ce counselors working in 16 rafidomly select^' junior hlgb^schools? mld- 

die schools and senior high schools In Florida. ^The sample Is not re'presen- 

tat^ve of all Florida's school districts but rather of the 35 counties belojnglng 

to the Florida Educational Research and Pevelopmeat Council at the ttne of the 

study* Therefore, no large cities the size of Miami or Jacksonville are repre- 

sented In the study.* A^qumber of smaller cities are representedr however.* 

, A sample of drug education experts was drawn frooi lists supplied by the 

United States Departmeht of [Health, Education and Welfare and \th6 Florida - 

00^arfment ,df^ Education. Our «[ample Includes oollege professors working In 

the drug education field, projecu directors of school drug education programs^ . 

drug educational personnel wOrkidg In drug rehabilitation programs and^tate 

Oepftttii^nt of ^ucatlon personnel frotn around the country working _ln the area 



of drug educAtlon* Needless to ^ay* there Is no agreeiMnt on v^at constitutes 
an expert and we l|ave no aure way of judging Iftan expert's skills are as, 
Inpresslve as his , or her title. However^ we did Include a battery of questions 
which Explored th^ experience and drug-related education of respondents* The 
results ^how that our experts have either a good deal of experience In drug 

education* a good deal of education In the area* or both. Of course, this Is 

' - ,^ " . 

soft evidence of expertise but It Is ^probably a9 good ^ can he gathered 

through sej f*adnin later ed questionnaires. 

Thfs report has been developed In tbi^ hope that It w>tl be read* There* 

foret we^j^ave avoided reporting; Intricate statistical analyses wherever * 

possible,^ * 

• * - & " ^ f 

X- ^ ■ - 

, ii Major. Flndln&s 

The flnijlnge of tt^s st^y are presented under three headings; 

^ It f'The Reasons for Drug -Use" 

^ -> 2, "Policies and Prescriptions'! 

. 3* ";he Power of Funlshfnenc'' ' . , ' 

Each section sunnarites responded questions on specific topics and 

briefly discusses findings. Bar graphs roporj[_the answers to each question. 

'f ^ - ^ 

Ve have chosen bar graphd over tables be£a.use^_graphlc representation gives 

a sojnewhat better sense of patterns of opinion and the extent of differences 

. ^ - * ^ ' V '* " .- 

existing between the attitudes of experts and edi^^ators^ Responses by 
educators are presented side by slde with responses of experts. 

Host questions ^re of a forced cltolce variety. That is, respondents/ 
were given statements and aqked to register their degree of agreement or 
xilsagreeMfT^ across a four-point scales Agree Strongly* Agree SoiceWhat, 



Anyone wanting further Information about this study Is, Invited to coriAct 

Rodman-B. ^bb» College of Education, University jo^^lorlda. Galne^llet 
. Florida 3261d : ^ ' 15^:^:=^"" - ^ ^t^l/\ ^ 



Disagree Soae^ajc, Disagree Strongly, lo* facilitate easy comparisons we have . 
iQclti4ed wlch eactt graph a ca^t^^ory labeled ToCal Agreeoenc (In which ve add 
chose Who "agree scrongiy^* and ^'agi;ee sooewhsjc") and Tocal Dlafigreemenc Cln 
which we add choae who "disagree scrongly'* and 'disagree aoAcwhac"), These 
numbers' are prssenced Ci> che rlghc of each graph. 

Reasons for Drug Vsc . ■ ^ 

Why do scudtRCs use drugs? T)ie ansvers c^ache^s bring co chls question 
ar^ Ukelf^ co affecc their preaencaclon of drug educaclon ntacerlst^ Thac^ of 
course. Is a hypothesis chac cannoc be proven by a scudy chac 'looks only ac 
.opinions, Vec Ic seems logical chac an edUcacor who feels drdg use as a resulc 
of permUslveneas on che pare of parencs or lonorsllcy on che pare of .icudencs' 
Is likely Co see che, cask of drug educaclon qulce dlff^rencly froa sotieone who 
believes chac scudenc drug mse has soinechlng, to do wlch che way schools are 
organized. . ' ' . . 

Respondencs were asked a series of questions regarding" che reaaoAs ^^or 
scudenc drug use^ The results are shown In graphs T through* It, can be. 
seen from these graphs that educators disagree with experts on the probable 
tauses of drug us Educators are more likely than experts to j$ee drug^use 
ss a^'result of parental permissiveness and to define drug use is an Imoral 



act^ Experts are more Uk^^y co believe that students use drugs because of. 
the pleasure tt)ey bring. Experts are also more likely to see the organization 
'and policies of schools as contributing to drug use. Ejjudators str_bnfcly 
oppose such^notlons.^ ^ . ^ ^ . . 
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- Ttk^fi together^ thwc results mtkt It clcer that educ<itora ■nd cxperte 
dlgatyeg auMtantlilly on th< cau<c» of drug uac! . It la not cl«dr h<nf these 
dlffore^es vould tffect dmg cducttlofi prograas but It vould b« hard to atgue 
. that chcy' would not have cteisequences* ^ " 
Po licial and Freacrlptlons - ' ' ^ 

. ' tih4t adticator^ daa as the causes of drug abuse can_be expected to Influ^ 
ance the policies and prescriptions they bring to bear on ltd prevention* Ha 
Wre^lready aaen that adueatora and experts entertalii quite different notions 
as to why ^students usa drugs. It should not surprise us* then^ that they also 
disagree a^ to what schools cin and should do about student drug use. Crapha 
5 throughj9 Illustrate soiie of these differences^ 

^Ue have Just seen that educator^ do not believe schools contribute to the 
csusas of drug uas. Significant ly> we now find that large nuwbars of aurvayad 

educator^ believe schools cannot help drug users , Fortyseven percent agree 

- ■ ' ^ .* " ' 

that once a student begins tiS use psychedelic drugs* there Is school 

ca^n do to atralghten hlii out, Elghty*four percent of experts disagree with 

'this stateMf\t (see graph 5)* , ' ' ^ j-. 

*^ tte can abetter understand the response of experts on this set of questions 

If we ^ke a brief reference to the drug education, literature « The pridonlnent 

opinion In ttie' »05t recant literature la .that drug education teachers should 

establish close relationships vlch students In order to facllltstea free 

exchange of Idess^^ In such r^atlonshl^s*^ there Is a need for trust and 

'of^an^a na't^ to respect confidentiality* ^Therafotet experts are not grilling . 

to sat hard snd fast rules goarantealng that student drug users be separated ■'^ 



*Toz exasple^ see 3tenls It. Wiggins* Beyond t^'he Three R*ai Training Teachers 
for Affective Education (Uasftlngton^ D.C^f Covemvent Printing 

Office; 1975). DMW Publlcstlon Ho.^<AD«> ?5-233. ^ --.^ 



from tb^lr clMnut«a» r«ported to tbtlr p«r«nta or to tha lav. Th<ac ar« / 
d«llcat« Ijauca «iidt ** can be iMo fr«« the graphs In this section, oplnloofi 
dlffa^ aaong^both cxptrtv and «luc4tora. ^ Ctnerallsatlon^ mat be wad^with . 
caution. It la aifa to any, honicvar* thj^/«xpcrta eupport a flaxibla and 
cllant*cantar«d approach yihtn counaallng ^Tufuaara* Educatora. iaal a atrongar 
ofallgatUm to otlMr publlca* apeclflcally parcnta* the police and the atudent 

Savanty*nlfka percent of educators hellavt Illegal atudent drug uae ttuet 
he reported to the law. Stventy*t«o percent of es^rts disagree vltK^the ^ 
Ittflexlblirty of such a policy (aee Crsph 6). E^t^ty^-flve percent of educ's- 
tors believe the first reaponalblllty of che^achool aust be to shsr« Infor* 
satlon about, atudent drug uae with a stiid^t^a parenta* Forty-^three pet^jnf s 
of exparta dlssgree (See Graph 7). Sl«ty-three percent of educators believe _ 
atudent dru^ users nuat he removed ^toa the school. ^Seventy-eight percent 
of experts dlaagree' (Si 

It would be unfair, to ^^^^ froM.the raaponaea to policy and preacrlptlon 
queatlona that experts auppdrt ,the wholessle wlthholdlrujt of dnig ua^ Inforaar 
tlon froa paranta^ the^hool of the police. ^ attltudea recorded In our 
_ survey probably ref^tt the ballaf thsf an educator^a sctlona aust conaldar 
the heat lateteata of tha child. Under certain condltlona Infonolng .^he police 
or parsnta 9tty Jbt Just what la needed. In other situations tMch tupottn covld 
add to the^c^lea rstber than to Ita solution. \tt should alao point out that 
auiy^ ejtpa;tta r^pondlng to our queatlonnalra work In atatea bther then Florida. 
, Thay m»/f kndw ivothlng about Florida law. .- 

* / Inforaatlon auppUed by a atudent to a teacher Is not "privileged £o»* 

. / - " ■ . ' ' ' ' 

^aualcatloo^ undat Fields law. If a teacher 4s called upctn to teatlfy In 

Xcourt regarding Infonat^lon he or ihe received froa a atudent^ the teacher 



aa Graph S)^ 



My not cl«lM thft oomtmlcatlon tias **ptl^lleged" or "confidential^" as doctots 

■Ay tftftttding i^fornatlon tecelve4 ttom patients* ot lairyeto nay te;^fttdlng 

Infoimatlon t«celved (roK clients.., Th« law Is clear on this polt^l^ However^ 

^t li less cl^«r whether teachets ate obligated to turn ovet dnig use Infoms- , 

tlon to th« pdillce. Cene T. Sellets* Cenetal Counsel Office* ^lotlda Boatd 

of Ectucetloa* reftpon4ed to an Inquiry on^ this question with these "liifcH|p." 

and "onoffltflal^^tewtka, ^ ' 

Whethet n teacher Is "obligated** to btlng Infotttatlon concerning 
Illicit dtug» use to the "ptopet authotltles*' ptesents a fliote 
difficult question. ^Probably nete knowledge of a studentfs posses- ' ^ 

" slon of Illicit dru^s vould not give tise to an "obligation" to tell. . 

' tlie propet eutlkorltles^ The ptohlen hete Is that knoirledge of a ^ 
felony and/ot acts followlnj^ knowledge of a felony.^uld* at some „_ ^ 
polntt^^nake.sn Individual/ an accessory after the^M^* -It-Is a;-^ 
teal and llVe possibility that one could becdiqe an St|ji^sory after 
the fact when one has knowledge of acts thet constitute a felonious 
crlM, Unfottuciatelyt I an unabla to^ glvt sane scientific^ f 
concrete fomula of uhen'acts and 'knowledge oi^ e conblnat ton of 
^ thes« constitute the ctlne^f accessory aftet the fact, I netely 

V polnt.thls out to shoif tliat there .nay be sltuetlons when a teacher's^ 

failute to repott knowledge tecelved concerning a possession ot use 
^ 'of lllfclt drug^ could constitute the crlne of accessory dftet the 

fact.l ^* . " 

Overy30 percent of educatots bollev^ the removal of pra/J^ fron the school 
deptlved educetors .of a powerful detetrent to dtug^ use. Expetts ate skeptical 
of this vlewi howeverl ElgHty-flve petcent Indicated dlsagteenent (Se^e 
Craph 9), , 

: . b / ■ ■ ■ " ■ ^ 



^Cent T. Sellikts to author^cenber I64 1977 
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: Cr«fli ^ When th*y took p«ky«v ^ut of the cchoeU thty ^ 
^ d*i>rlv«d ttdu^tttpn of • f»w«rful «««pofi ^iclnsit 





' [ '■ - ^ ^ . « 

fducicora Calw ■ mot* punlclve ■fproach to drug uterv chin do eKperCft* / 

On* ^^Cloa lllqiCrac#« Chli polnc »or« ■luirp^Ly thux any ocl»r. Ntirly tvo* 

' thirds of cb« educicon lonwycd liullcictd ■ wHllnsneM co **9t ltM9t tMptriwmnt 

wlch ■ iM .chac voul^yittkt Che de«ch pculcy undicory for anyook convlccid 

of toUlof mty Illegal drtig^ Co Minora Such ■ policy would ippiy Cha deaCh 

paiulcy CO a irlda varlaCy of criMi. tc would mcaaaicaca cha aicacocion of 

. a comar ^rocir convlccad of lelllng a alx pack of baar co a «cvaoc»ii yaar 

old dtaaaad In hli naclon'a onlfora, Xc vould do cha aava for an alghcaen 

y«ar old cotfvlcCid of axchanglnf; a Marljoana clgatecca for a friend's biology 

AOC»*^ Ic la highly uallkily Chac Che edocacora reepondlng. Co chle quaeClon 

vottld have ii«ncad a Mmdecory deech panalcy In eoch caaea. Ic la probable 

""tbac Chey waaced eiich hartfh punlahflunca edwinlacerad co "drug poehara^ vho 

a«ll hard drogp^ eoch as haToln* co achool<-age youngacera.. Tha facC Chac nany 

edocacora fall Co ae'e Che lupUcaclona pf Chla queaclon la aooa aeeaora of 

cha, anociooal neCora^of drag leeoaa <Saa Cfeph 10). 

. i * 
Moc^i.r queecioti d^alc w^ch Cha poeelble effacta ot aarljuana oee. Slxcy* 

, ea^ parctnt of edocacnre ballava cheC ^'whan ell che evidence If In* marijuana 

Mrllf prove co'ba very dangeroua,*^ SlxCy-two parcenC of exparCe Ceke tha 

opposlc'a vlail. There le no Cellliig who la co^recC on chla Copicr buc tha 

^fsei^l^ sam Co llluscraca Chac'^edtjceCore and experCa approach che leeue fro« 

vary different perepecclvee (See Graph 11). 

Mo^er aaaeora of the aducecore' felch 1ft Cba pover of punlehMHC te 

fAmd 1ft rmoikMi Co. che sCeCeBtnC."redoctloft of |Mnalclee iot wrljuafla 

7~?lM(ll vm ooly ^coorige tfie young Co cry It**^ Almost t^^chltde of caach^^ra 

agtme wlch chle ^at«MnCt vhlle ebooc tvo-thlrda of eiperte dleagraa <Sae. 
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Anoth«r cjtta^lc of the "g«t tough Attitude*' of cdu»ton U fouiid In 
their tM^M to tht stetcntnt. "i>«ycht9cllc tmBic U « fne edvertliMDt 
for drug UM uid should eoMhov b* leetflcted by lav/' Few educiton nete 1a 
esveeBent with thle etetestnt* They differ fro»/«xj*rte, however. In their 
degtee of dleegreenent (See €reph 13). ' ^ ^ 
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Cripli 10^ It i#M*I4 b« vlM to «t iMt «x^tiaMt wtth 
« l«r that Mala mU the dtath pMultr.Bud** 
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S0CI4X sclintlWti bdvt long arg'jed the~qu#itlon of Whether •ttltudii hive 

«oy bee ring onbchevlor.^ One drug expert hes tx>ld ue, "1 dan*t cere trtiet the ^ 

.t*4chere Itt »y trelnlng eeeelone believe^ 1 oaly cere triiet they do..** Vefortu^ 

eAtely* thie expert nede no effort to find (jut ^et hie trelneee did In their i 

cleeerodtti. Nevertheleee> hie general poln^ le ve^ld. PeopU 4> not^^Iwaye 

uct Id eccor^taace with profeeeed beliefs/ ' ' ^ 

F'inwclai tee tr let lone «ede IM^poeelble for ue to etudy teecher etcltudee 

. lo conjunction with their, behavior. Umg-tenp obeervetlon. progreM ere . 

^ eicpcnelVi«. tlve^co^euedng. Ue vere able* however; to elMilete behavior 

^ elt'ue^one by developing e'eerlee of ceee etudlea In trtilch we depleted vnrloue 

cottEee* of ectlon; Reapondtnta were aeked to chooae che action that beat \^ *i 

described. trtiaf they would do In eec>t eltuatloh. 

Xhle procedure doea not do away with the objection thet actltudee do not 

.Qtceeeerlly- reflect behavior. It only brings ua one atep cloaer to reality* 

Thy^flrat eltuatloo preaented to teecKera and experta did not revea^ aharp 

dlfferancea of opinion. - : - ^ — y 



Caee^l; Sally ca«e to her teecher aaylng she had a problem Invol^vlng 
drug uee. Before she could tell the teacher ebout thle prbblemt 
however* eh^ eeked that the teacher proafae not to reveel her 
eecrete to anyone « If you ti»re.the' teecher would you:^ . - 

<^e following alternative actlona ware Ifeted on the queetlonnalrr. 
Tha percenteg^of educetora at^ experte reepondlng to eech^eltemtf- 
tlve la ehown ^^the following page.) 



^^|lchard T. U Plerc* "Attltudee ve, A<itlonaJ* Social Porcea ^ Vol* 19». 

Alan MSkar* '*Attltudee ve. Actionem* Journal of Social leeuee * Vol. XXV 
^ mr* .4# 1969. . 



Option It Tell. Sally tbar you 
.conl^^^T Mico ^« pro«l*c- 
'Itacauai yom could oot'ba auT« 
you_cM»ld'lt««p 1C» ' Thc .roault^ 
ot'^Tlita «tac«Mtnt ia .m^ Sally 
leav«« wlcbour.Callclag ab^Mt / 



TABLE r * ■ ' . , \ 

P^cent of Educatora Percant of Export* 
Pg>forrlnt rhli Option Preferring thla Potion 



Mr ptoblH*.,^ 22,1 ^19*3^ 

--\ . , . - ■ » ' - ' - 

;ciprioo.2»-. proMlao " ^ ■ ^ " " 

knoMiog-rtut it ^ itiA^ %rm ^ _ / . 

-^Inyolvod you yiir fool ;|fou ' ^ . ^ 

;k«««^to notify ■tbt^princlj^^ ' . . . . . 

.«id po»al1^1y-4»cti*r «urborlri«a»-^ - 
: You'.avi'tuftt-lioiitWr't riMt * ■ - — 

tl» pirincTpal wlU Jtot ravaal^ ' _ . - - ^ 

^ tbttt ^)w.hifl:Tac«ivtd~rbla , ,~ ^ 

:opcioo_3». Hoke cho prooiao ■ " _ 

awt .rail no ofMt^ abour.^Mhar ^ ^ 

Saliy-^w rold yotit^ Cdunaal ' - . _ 

. Silly 4«^b«4C\you can on your 

- Oun Vitti^tko of «o«a dajr , ^ 

. ftrcint Sally to votunfeor to ' " . ^ 

^^'Mora .^uallflad ,^ounf4slora . 56»2 6S»4 

DoA^r know^ no anaver* _ 

. . Dlf faroncea. heTtt are not larga* Cdyoatora ara ooMUhAt nor*. wHUnt to 
11a to Sally and aoMiihar laaa vllllnt to rako the toaponalblllty of counaollng 
.har» -Thla nay nor be an indication of educator <allouano«a» I^laply l«pllaa 
that tbtre Jo aone dlaatreencnt In this caae aa to iriut copraa.of action la,, 
noec likely^ to b« belpful* * 

Ca#n 2 i Ton Is a ^ulec younff^nan without nany frlenda* Alrhou|)^ lie 
haa bean In your^clauroon for three notitbat you do not know KlnwAl* 

.IK.>if. ueuelly^e neet dreeaer bu^ lately be Hee itt hie heir long/ 

— dreii j ed h idUeti In neat but neverche|eae hlppy-looklng clothea eoj 



^ dlttliict mil Qf incantt ahot^t him. 



'■-"/.' - ' * 

^_ ^Q^- - ^^^^ ^^Uk p. 

^T^"^ . Percent of Wucatorf, Ftrctnt o£ Cxpittt 

. ^ ^ PytfettlM t hli (tetiyi PftfttrlDJi thli Otttiott 

OptlpW 1. . l^ltcttM hlV-ltttiui^-^ ^ . 
i^.Tfomtloo irtth 1ii«e «ttd «it hi* ' " " V ^ 

Vr-^'T'^V"^/' :- / ^ 10.9 ^ ^ 4.4 

CM tnwt ta find out If Toil 



Muiiot to the 4d«liiUttttloii« 
r •ugg«>tln« tbit be My be t 
;dWf,«»#t* . : _ : ^ 18,9 

' OptlW 4.V Do^pothlni but )uep 
^ in/oye.oa ToiiwS i#orit to 
:btiil4.« nlitl<^ohls» with bin 
tbt^; yotr aey 1»r In e poil- 

tloii to^iolp him in the future 

if -bt^ n^dr It t. . 55 , 3 

tooa*t ImoWf no entiMT. ^ 2*8 
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3»5 



•■Jotlty of educttot« end nitpmtu ttrte tbAt tble •ituetlon de*Midt 
^n<>ikin$ fotf tbeo ««tthfta Weitlng. Yet, <rv«T 30 percent of educttors bold 
-<M'*ttttt vi^rTW wotild^onfront T«i m uk if be wert uilrift 

I:/; ;!*5^,^*5* I"* *> w>t knov bi« iiell. It !• interettlng 

V tbet tbV thliik •uib'« tittle i^uld set tbe inf^mtlon tbey %«at, but It ' 
U eleo liitemtl» tbet tb«y iMuld euei^ct dnift ute Vn tueh toft •lent «• 
hMt^ltottb die mil of lncen«e. piibteen perctnt »»uld •uffett'to 
'id^oittrttore tLi Toa night ie e ;STat «tir on tbe betie of tbU Wdenct* 

^^C wJ ._A ttudent ie dltcovertd Mdkinf ■erlJuaDe in «jcbool 
■ V bttbr^p Itof qould you like yout tchool to bandle tbe dnig uat^rT 



Patcrat Qf laucatort Percent ofliB^^tte 
Praf»rrlttg_thli Option pgfirrlnt thle Option 



Option 1* TlM itudeitt should 
.b« iiuptaded fxpm tchtDl and 
tuttkad ovat to tiw authotitlea 
,fot f«h<bllltatlan^ ttic stu* 
'dtnt-ihooU not mum to 
acbAol until' drut use la. dla- 
contlnuftd* \ - . . _ 

Optlo'h 2. THt atudant la 
alloy«d:to f«iMla.ln school ' 
but la aaalsiMd to achool ' 
suldanca p€r»<wn«l trained to 
ifotk with drttg.ttteta. 

C^tlOA 3/ Ilia atudent la 
Jiaodlad by >d»lnlattatota i«ho 
know th* aitanlat'lad l«pot^ 
tance of dl^Slpllna^ 

Option 4^: ili^ attidtnt la 
daait with fry a tea*, of 
t«Ach*» wild ralAta \mil to 
atudaiita,and.>itroup of te^on-^ 
albU atudiftta who know adaie* 
thlot about druta* Tlila fttj^p^ 
of taaclMca and atudaota would 

" wotlTwlth doctotat countalota 

. and.th* adttlolattation* 



31. S 



23.3 



7.4 



3.5 



]3U6 



0.9 



24.7- 
10.1 
2.6 



I 50.0 . 



I . 4.4 
I ^ . 

t ' ... 
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Option 5. Itont o£ th^t tbov4>' 
Ddn-^|^ow» no^utawer. 

Wha^ oducatotd ate consented with a situation In which drug 

tathat than ncrely hypoth*ttcal» they ate note likely than ex|>ette to tee 

. ' fl \ 

punlahMnt aa tKa baat wsy to daal with the ptoblen. Katljuana Molcjtttt 

J * . . ■ , :. . I .^-^ 

atudeots would be auapandad fro« achool if about one-^thltd of the aurveyed ^ 
: ' * ' f ^^ . ' ' '^^^ 

educatota had thelt way. Another aavtn percent ^ of educatora would lllca^ 

the caae handled by an adMlnlstratlfe who knew the meaning end tnportance 

9^-dlaclpllne^ Twice %9 macv exparta aa educators would tu^n tha problan 

over to a taaa of teachctat atudenta, doctors, counselors^ and ai«lnlatratora* . 



Pttttwft thk mb^t drwtlc tiay of thoulng tht dlffettnce bttmen th« •ttltudta 
of t«Mh«t« «xpctta lit th^t nti^M l« to point oot tlut ntatly 40 petctot 
',of. tte^^i|<hicttcw.«ouljd^takc • cltatly punitive •pptoach (choices^ 1 and 3) 
vhllt 1«H than Ji'ptt^tnt.of th« «^atta vould t^ •uch •ctlofi«.. Slallat 
Jiffanncaa won 'found In r«aponsea to thn lakt^ltiMti^qn ptcsented on out 
^iMntlonn«lt«* ~ - * v 



you likt 



.Option 1^ Th* 
"W «(»ip«kdtd to«i 
turiMd ovot .to au 
t«h4bllltationr 
n ^hottld not totutn 
until hli or btr 
dli^ontlnutd'. ' 



A p€taon In known to be nddlct<4 to heroin* Hbv vould 
your ecbooi to hJhtdlo thle eltuetlon? ^ 

TABLE 4 



^etcent of ecfu«atotA . .^^tc«nt of Eitpette 
rreferrlnn thli Option ^ ^nferting thle Option 



ehould 
ichool end 
tifotltinn for 
etudnnt 
nchool 
uee le ^ 



e^w €nt 



to 

diHfg 



39,8 



10,5 



Option 2« Th* ntudSrnt ehould 
be euepnnded ftoM.flcbool and 
turned over; to eutnotltiee for 
relUbllltetlon, the etudtnt 

"iBHW'not'16« llYoW 
"Tit urn to echool^ unMt uiy^^ , 
etfindltlooe*. f 

Option 3. Th* etudent. should 
Mrnselgntd :tp n^dtuf tehebr 
llltetloo proftwi and eUoved 
..to TffMiln m nchool eo lonf.ea 
..hli or ehe ^Ing' ptoftene 
In the tehibllltetlon progtii; 

VPptlbn 4*^ Hone of ttie~ ibnve, 

Oon^t knov^ no enevet*. 



3.8 



0.9 



47*8- 
2,2 



1470 \^ 



Htm einln w« find edocetote note willing than ejtpctta to euepend dtug 



m c«t cfmcIune/roB theic situations thit the dlffercncti bitif««n thi j 
Attltwki iMtvcefy^ducatori and experts hold up €wn vtien bring our Inquiry 
put of.itwtractr ircas snd glvs tb«i the eubatancc of llfc'^llkc sltuatlonSf 
^-TKe gencrAl/theaei rtMln. leicherft seen to fear drug uk tmd ihow griicer 
vllllngn^i then cxperte to resort to punlih«ent In dealing with. young drtig 
UMri 

Soie Prictlcil Suggeitlone Drug Education r 

M ^er as i«e hsve been ^sble'-to^detemloef **no etii4y of. drug educatlSh he* 

' paid exfliislj^-stteiitlon to the ^MtsiClon of teacher sttltudes. When tfte topic 

Is dsslt ttit&. St all It Is usually Mntloosd_ln passing. For exasplef one 

publlcstton. of ths Nstlonsl lostltute of KtAte|^^elth •tstesi 

A valid 4.iipc<!t of ln«*servlce trslnlug would sncoursge .teschcrs to ; 
.evsluats thslr own coepetanclss as. drug aducstorsf ai^ decide; 
■ wftstherf beceiiee of tt;elr personsl convictions^ they^oUght do a 
grtitsr service to. studanta by not ssfunlng the role of drug nentor. 

. ^ . ' ' vi' 

He believe the Issua Is such dure ccUpUcstcd than thls^ Educstora should-. 
- ^ \ ... 

csrtatnly have s choice ss to whether or not to psrtlclp^te in a drug education 

progr^Kf but It Is eesentlal that teachers havs enough InfonMtlon sbout 

thsttselvea and ths proposed progrs« to taalce Intelligent declaione. Decision-^ 

■aksrs ttuat heve s clear conception of the role the school plans to piey In 

drug aducetlon* Every drug education ^progrsn la baaed on a set ofattltudee 

and values. These should be Mde explicit so that teschera can ftessure their 

0 \ ^. 

own beliefs agatnat the values thst underglfd the school's drug education 
effort. 

4a . Uofortunatslyi Mny programs leav<t their underlying values burled In 
leseon plans and cldssroom activities. We suggest that they be brought out 



■^^ ^ g^'^Jtj^.^'ll^ j lleM* ^Kow to Plsn a Drug Abose Education Uorlcshop*" 
Iri Hesourcs Sock for Drug Abuse Education . 2nd edition^ edited ~fay 
Huriet Itellis (Rockvillef Haryland^ Nacional Clear! oghouse ^or Drug 
Abuss tntcmaatlonf 1972)4 p, 93. ^ 



ic • — • — — 



Ill tbe Qp*n flrkd dlscusted. W« futth«t t^ggcst thit school policies bs In 
iMiwmy with tht'objttctlves of a dtug education ptogtam. Hit activities of 
tsschtts and sdftlnlattatots will tsach as ptofoutkd a Issaon as any claaa dla- 
cujslon^ For mxam^l^p it nakfit^ Uttls ssnsa to have a dtug education ptogtav^ 
that al»a to achieve a ftee exchange of Idsas^ and a^school^olicy that pun- 
ishta atudents fot openness. 

If; as is often the case* policy vaketa assign teachsta to develop a « 
drug education ptt^taoit they should undetstand thst teachet attltudaa will 
affect ttm^kinda of ptogtans teacheta are likely to ptoduce. Tha fact that 

-soMOne la a goo^t social atudiea teschejr and has ptoduced good lesaon planSr 
In thla area does not nacesaatily «ean that he ot aha will ptoduce a viable j 
dtug Education ptogtaai* As ve will see In the naxt section, drug education 
att^ltudes are clearly Interwoven with a^each«t*a Ideological petspectlva. 
A wise adttlnlsttatot will keep this In nlnd befote blindly assigning taac hats 

-to develop a drug education cuttlculum. 

Once s pl^gtatt is adopted^ teachera should have the oppottunity to eval- 
uate Its. gpals and saauapiiona before deciding whethet ot not they Wish ti 
take patt« Vhlle It is unlikely that any pt^gtan will appeal to all teachers^ 
It is Inpottant that dlsagteeaients be handled early, befote the progtar la 
imdervay* Olssgtseacnta are not likely to diaappeatt but thiy ate leas likely 

;to btesk Into heated ^onftontation If all patties undetstsnd the policfies and 
tsapon^tbilltlas that ate being developed* 

It Is cleat that theta ls no one petfect iiethad fot dtug education* fixpetta 
dlssgtee on what policies and ptogr^s ate bast, tett It Is also clear that 
thcte Is s Much gteat^r unanimity ammg expetta t^an we find aaong .teschets on 
these Issues. .Schof^l system way ov nay not heed the advice of -ex^etts* In 
any svantt the cause of drug education would be bsttct satvcd If schools «ade 
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a'ci»icertc4 effort to loeasure tbe outcemes of their progra«£. - . 

Ue have provided a> checfcllft^ which assembles the ctttrllbute^ the authott 
Chit report jfould l&ok for^ln evalijtating a drug educatlim prograa* We 
have ^lide^vored to make oiir reconntendatlons broad enough to allow wide latl-^ 
ttu^*for experiventatioDt ^ 
Drugf Edutatlon Check list - J ^ 

. A gooti education program: . . ' 

l« ts ractual^and avoids scare tactits* tt .provides a wide variety of 
Information, tfhows Wh^re the evidence Is clear and .Where It la not, 
, admits Ignorance When It exists, and ansvers^l questions bpenly« 1' 

* ' * V V 

2« Does not soft-pedal the dire tonsequenc^s of druR^tise when there Is 

^ " i V - . , ' "li ^ 

evidence to prove these consequences*^ , j 



^4ohn Laiiger, "Outline for ^n Eclectic Approach to School-batted Drug Abitse 
Prevention Prograa»t*^ In Bureau ot Nhrtfotlce at^d Dangerous Drugs, ^U. S. 
Department of Justice,, Guidelines for . Drug Abuse Prevention^ Education 
^ (U^ahlngton, D. C^: U. S. Goveritnent Printing Office, January 1972), 

p\ 80. ' ' ^ ^ ' . 

Xerila Wiggins et al.. Doing Drug gducatlont The Role of the School Teacher 

(Washington, D. C. : S. Government Printing Office, 1^75), pp. ^20*-22. 
- miEU Put^llcatlbn No. (ADK) 75-232. . ' 

David Q. lewla, "Towards Relevant Drug Educations A Personalised Approach,** 
In Hurlel Nellls et al. , ed. Read^r^^e BooV for Drag Abtise Educatfen , Second 
Edition, (W^^shlngton, D. C: S. Government^rlnting Office, 1972), p. 66. 

Robert Petersen, *'Effecti>}e Drug Abuse Education:^ Suggestions for Teachers, 
'in Ibid., p. 72. . ... 

Sanford J. Felnglass, **How to Flan a Drug Abuse Education Workshop,** In tbid., 

_poiiald B. Lourla, Jhe Drug. Scene (New York; Bantam Books, 1970)|- piv^l76«- 

^JoMi K. Langer, 'Educational Approaches for Drug Abuse Prevention,*^ In Bureau 
of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs, U. S. L^epartment of gtistlce. Guide lines 
. for Drug Abuse Prevention Education (Washington, D^ C*: U. S. Government: 
, Printing-Office, January 1972), p. 8. ^ * ■ 

'Robert C* Petersen, "Effective Drug Abuse Education: Suggestions' for Teachers,** 
In Hurlel tfellls et al. ed. Resource Book for Drug Abuse Education , Second' 
EdltlofXt (Washington, D. Ct U. S. .Government Printing Office, 1972), p. 72^ 



3, Adaite that the only thing standing between a student and di^ use 
la « studant*ft ability to aake rationel and warranted choices. The 
progrant therefore^ diaale vlth th« proceaa of choosing atul discusses 
the various methods a atudent can u«e In making cbolces. ^ 

4. Is Integrated Into « fichool^vide^ effort to aHou students eone oppor^ 
tunlty to chooae anong various courses of .acrion and to observe and 
take responsibility for the consequencee of their ho Ices. ^ 




^Xenla Hlgglna et aK# Doing Drug Edycationt The Role of the School Teacher 
(Hashington»' D. C.t Govamnent Printing Office* 1975)* pp^ 10* 13* 

18. imEU Pybllf^tion Ho. (AIM) 75-232. 

David C. titvls, **.To«ards Relevant J>nig Education: A Personellxed Approach^^ 
In^Hurlel'Nellls et el., ed. Resource Book for Drug Ab^se Educarlon ^ ^ 
Second Edition* (Washington* D. C. t U. S. Govenunent Printing Office* 
-1972)* p. 64. _ 

Robert^. Petersen* "Effective Drug Abuse Educarion^ Sygftesrions for Teachers* 
liv^lbld.* p. >2. , , 

BilV^'^ Ueilace* Education and rha Drug Scene , (Llnccln> Hebrasksi Profes- 
sional Educators Publications* 1974)* p. 89. 

^Xenla'R. Wiggins et al.i Doing Drug Edecatloni The Role of the School Teacher 
(Waahlngton* D. C,t. U. S. Govek^nMnt Prlntlitg Office* 197S>* pp. 13* 17. 
DHEW Publication. Ho. (ADH) 75-232. 

Xenla R* Wiggins* Beyond the Three R s: Training Teachers Affective Education 
(Usshlngton* D. C^i U. S. Govenunent Printing Office* 1975) DHEW Publlca- 
" tlon Ho. (ADH) 75-233. 

Ddyld C Leuis* '^Timrdsjtajjevant J^ug^^ A Personsllsed Approach***^ 

*" ""In^lfoVlel Meiris.st '*!., ed. Resource Book for Drtug Ab^ae^ucatlgn ^ Second^ 
" Edition* (V^hington* D. C: U. S. Government Printing Office* 1972)* p. 1 
- 64» ^ 

Rlcher4 Brotnan and Frederic Suffet, ^'Preventive Education: School Policy* 
^ Procaduraa and Present stlen*** ibid., p» 6$. a 

fBill C. Wsllsce, Education and the Drug Scgna ^ (Lincoln, Hebraskat Profes-- 
alonaX Educ'atora Publlcatlona* 1974), pp» |8* 89. ' ^ , / 
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5. ^ Iikvolveft fltud«ntft In the d«velopMnt of a drug education progr«» and 

. , in Itfl contlatMi «DdlflcfltloQ>i ^ 
■ * * -■ - . - . 

6. Allaw» for It^t frow the consunlty.^ 

7. Ifl integrated Xoto the reguUr clan work of e school fnd Xe not handled 

a* a flhort^tert^ excuralon fro« regular ac^emlc cIm' i^orkt^ 

S. Allova for anall group discussions and an open exchange of Ideas/ Lcc- 
^ ^ ' - iC 

tures In an auditorium full of atudanta ar« often counter-productive.^ : 



^Vanla Wlgslih*^ BeYond the Thrae R'at Training Teacbera Affective Education 
<Ueahlngto«i, D. G.i 5. Covernnent Printing Office* 197S) 0I1SW Publication 
(Ito. JUM) 75-233. , . . : : - 

llepla ft. 'tfltglns at al. , Dolo^ Orut gducatlont TWe Role of the School Teacher 
(Uuhlngtoat C.i V. 5. Govetment Printing OfCX^et 1975)* p. 19. HftBf 
Publication Ho. (JUCK) 75-232. ^ . , 

3joW H. Itangarr "Educational Approaches for Drug TJbuse Preventlont*' In Bureau 
of Matcot Ict^ and Oangeroua Drugat tl. S. Oepartaent of Juatlce, Culdellnea 
for Prui"lM><iae Praventlob Education <Waahingtont ^* 0*: U+ 5+ Govemoent 

- Printing Offlcat Januery 1972}* pp- 7* 9. . 
^ ^ ' ' * *. 

John lanierr "Outline for an CcXectle Approach to School-based Drug Abuse Pre- 
vention' Prograaat" In Bureeu of tUrcotlce end Daogeroue DrugSt'^U. S. Depart- 
ment of Juatlcet Culdellnee for Drugi Abuse Prevention tducatlon (VesHlngton, 
6. C.t 0. S. Govcmven^ Printing Offlca^ January 1972)* P* ^9* ^ ^ 

Itcibett C. Petereent "Effective Drug Abuse gducatlont Suggeatlona for Taechere/' 
' In tbi^lel Vellla et al. » e4. Resource Book for Druft Abuee Education ^ Second 

BdltXont <Veahlngtont D. G.^ U. Govenuaent Printing Office* 1972), p. 72. 

^ -J. 

^ author indlcetedt '^llosophles of Drug Educatlont" In Sureau of llarcotlca 
end Dangerous Drugft, S. Departtnent of Justlcet Guidelines for flrua Abuse 
Prevention Educetlon 'Washington. Du C.i U. 5v Government Printing Office^ . 
Jenuary 1972), p- 3. \ * 

leglnald S«artt "High School Drug Use: A Survey vlth Iflpllcatlona Jor Educa- 
— r tlon^i^-lo-Murlel Nellie et"Al; , "e^"- Heaource Book for Drus Abuse Education . 
Second Edition* <Washlngton, D. C.t U. S. Government Printing Office* 1972)t 
p. 17. ^ 

David C. Levlet "Towards Relevant Drug Education; A Personalized Approach^" 
In !^rlel Kellla et al. « ed. Resource Book for Drug Abuse Education ^ Second 
Edition, <Ueshlngtont D. G.i U. 5. Covemnent Printing Office* 1972)t p^ 64. 

Saaford J. FttlngXaUt "Ho«^ to Plan e Drug Abuse Education Workahopt" In Ibld.^ 

P- 92. — \ 



9<r Is tsught teachers vho are well Informed and wiiose attitudes allov 
theq to deal with (though not necessarll/ arcept) ideas divergent froo 
their own. Such teachers should be skilled In counseling techniques 
AS veil as dru^ education issues. The/ should receive special training 
itt these areas. ^ 

10. I9 coMpAtible with school policies coi^cerning drug use.^ 

11. Is taught by teachers vho are aware of events in the jn^uth culture and 
^o are faAillar with the drtig culture In the Jooal comunity.^ 

i2t Is t»jght by teachers who are supported and respected by the rest of 
the faculty. It is easy for drug education teachers to becontc alien- 
ated from the rest of th^ staff. UBen this happens, it makes it' dlf- 



^John H. Unger^ ''Educational Approaches for Drug Abuse Prevention^" In Bureau 
of Narcotics ahd Danfjerous Drugs. S. Department of Justice, gj^idelines 
for Drug Abus * Prevention Education (Washington* IT< C: U. ^< Cpvermient 

Xenia R. Wiggins et al,, Dolnj Drnit Educations The Role of the School Teacher 
(WSShington, D. C: U< S< Government Printing Ctfice, 1975)* pp. 13^19, 
DHEH Publication No< (ADfiQ^ 7S-232.^ ' \ 

Robert C, Petersen* "Effective Drog Abuse Education: Stiggestions for Teachers* 
in Muriel I^ellls et al,, ed. Resource Book for Drug A!>nse Edocation , Second 
Edition, (Wc^hington^ D. S. Governneitt Printing-office, 1972)^ p.^ 72. 

Richard Brot&dn and Frederic Soffet, "Preventive Education: School Policy. 
-Procedures and li^esentatlon^'Vlbld.^ p. 68. 

Sanford J. Feln^lass. "How to Plan a Drog Abuse Education Workshop^" In Ibid.* 
p, 93 i - 

^John Langer^ ^'Outline for at BclectU Approach tiS 5chool-based Druf( Abuse Pre- 
vention Prograns*** In Boreau of Narcotics and Dangerous DrugS^ U. S. Depart* 
Aent of Justice, Guidelines for Drug Abuse Prevention Education (Washington, 
D. C.2 U. S. Government Printing Office. January 1972), p, Bl.^ 

^enia R. Wiggins et al.. Doing Dru^ Educatloj^l The Role of the School Teacher 
(WashittgtoiA, D. U. Government Printing Office^ 197S>^ pp. 22/ DHEW 
Publication No, (ADM) 75-232. 



• flcult to conviDce stitdeDts that the school la auppottliur the ptosc^v 

13. la .experi^eiital and has a syst^ ti^Mnltot the ptoguft's teaults ioA 
adJuoE^ita practices accofdljagly. ^ \ ' - ' . 

14, ^la iQtttgtated iHth school policies tegardlng drug uaa among atwtonta^ 

Such policies should empHaslie jt^he tehablUrtatlon of dnig-depeodaAt 
jtudaots rathet than thelt puiilahM^t.' This doSk not dlssllcAi puMah- 



»entt It Mtely places It In t1ie content of a 



.^lonshlp. 



IS* 



Ptovldes^n otlentatlon wotkahop fot all teachari lo the school'aod 
'- gives' then an oppottunity to freely discuss- thelt teactlooa to. the 

■" - - ■/ 

-ptogta^* Sottt closute' Is iw^eaaaty^ af tet avch discussions but oppot^ 
. tuhl^ei fot futthet dlsci£8slons should be ^vallahl^.^ . i ^ 
These guidelines ate' In keeping with the attitudes held by^noet exp^tta : 
aurveyed. Tbey evpHasl^e tht need for ttuth In drttg education and dlacoutaga 



asl2e Uito 
Jlcft/ Th 



tlM^^u«« o^ acate' tsc^lc^^ They suppott upen discussions and disc outage simple 
lectute ptogtams. th^y do not devalue punishment entltely but nclthet do theiy 
support handling i({l <ltug cases by slvtply teoovlng an ^tffender ftoot the school. 

K{>elllng' stwl^nt^ tenoves th« problem f^on the school but not Yeo9 %h4 sttij'ent 
Sone educ^^otd iq^y find that thes£ guidelines challenge thelt twislc beliefs. 
Fot thai teaaoift Aany schools nay not wish to ^Qpt then. In any events It 



^Xenla R/Vlgglnst Beyond ftie Three R*s; Tralnlna Teachets Affective Education 
(tiasmngtont C; U. S. Govenuoent l^tlntlng Office, 1975) p. 35. DHEU 
PubHcatlon iHo, AEH) 75-233. ' ^ 



?Xeni^ WlSgln^i Beyond the TtTrse R's? Training -Tie ach<tt a Af fective Education 
' ^Uaahlngtont D. C.t U. S. Govemitent Printing Office, 1975) pp. 36-37. DHCW 
XPubilcatloft (Wo. ADH) 7j^233* 



^Sanfotd X* TelnglasSt "How to Plan a Drug Abuse Education Wbtkshop," In Muriel 
.Nellls et sl.f.ed. Resource Book for Dtug Abuse Education , Second Edition, ^ 
' (tfashlnstoi^t D. U. S. Govemnent Ptlntlng Office, 1972), pp. 91*104. 



^.^.-p™.,. ,„ „„ - 

. ,„.„., ^- .,„._.,,„.„,.^,.„. 

.are aiw. actordlng to our researrt ^k-, 

*<ruMtlon.e(«ott» to others. /Th=.» / * • 

-''^«K.,..w* ^''^ ^--f*". parents. poH« 

- 3"' a..u«.s;^. are .t ss.a to te»t. ^onee.ts .t. ... ... 

; 5o.. . ...t,.,.,,, ^ ^^^^ ^ 

' " "."^ • cannot a,r«. .U.. 

U.V«nU^l. t.at a teaCe. .an s.t.essM.. aa..n.ster a p.gra^ 

_,.,0««<J on values that conflict wla. hi« ^ \^ • 
^ ^« *et«estins.,^p,ct 

. ms stuay t«.a into pia. this Issue. Mt .a. fnu„a that the- 
, o, t^athers retrain, aru. use. s... .ii.i„ ' 

^tt> are not (rae-noa.in, i^as. -THa, are tl,.tl, connected to a 
. ^-t.ll,«« ^^^^^^^^^^^ ^^^^^^ . . 

V T " - '-Porun; ,or polic. ■ 

»««r« to understand is that suth l<i«» . 

- , ■ : ""Wy ^^^niied. TI,a«(ora. * 

^ «s«. that a teachar'a ideas about dr«gS ara' likely to . 

„ chanfc in th# course of ak in-serv«Po l v ,j - 

I in service yorlcshop. Ideological belief. 'run deeply 



litco M^lAdlvl^ual*! chsTflcccT iCTuccuTtt ind flT« HOC eially T«dlT«cC«d. Tbt 
i^Mloflcil aicuTi oi CcacKtT oplMon lik citli itaccer My cfiaog« Wheit sclincc 
^ , pt0^rid». ■ firm fcnrndicloo^of ficci 00 trhlcb co build a drttg^ educiclon pTOfra** 
: ^ th«r« ii t»6 «u«h f<»»ndtcl«t today Aod Ic Irimllkely cbac Ic vlll be ttTecC44... 

la- iMT f ucuv«r ^ . ^ - _ ■_ > 

" / Xd<tf^« ^ 0nit iducitlon 
\ - ideology im a ftyiF«« of bclUfi about cba iucut« of cha loclil and phyilcal 
, voTld*. Sllvin ToMJclns (a pMloiophaT Cun>ad paychologlic) Itai ifaflnadi^ Idaolog^^ 
/as am '*orgaiiiat4 aac of idtU about which .huvan balngs ara ac ocica boch arclc* 
piaaloaaca btic about which Chey an laaac carciln.^l. .Scroagly hl^ld. 

■ ^ . * J . . . ■ ^ - - ' \ ^ - 

IdftoLoflii qafi bXlod Individuals Co *'cha facTi** lUva in a ilCuicloii. Hovavar^ 
ida<3[logy Ikai 1» a^rongnc and xoac panlsCaoC lnfiuenc« In choae araii Vhara 
Cba lacti" ■» aablfuoua* In luch caics Idaology tarvaa co ordar whsC i^oatd 

^ . - : " " >^ ^ - . ^ .^o 

oChq^rwiae ba citaocict concra^lcCory or confuting. Ic fllla.^hi.vo^ of imcar^ 
^ calncy and oTdari Cha anvlronnanc In wayi which are conaloc^nC wl^h at^ Indl*'- 
vldualV visual ind ballafi ajtout Che vorld. ' !^ 

' Xdaology li mont lllcaly co cone Into play whan (a) an liau« la laan ai " 
vlTitly IvpoTCaoCf (b> wh«T« Chera ara conCrasrlng^oplnlona aa xo vhar la - . 
y and/oT ahoul^ be happening and (c) where Xt la dlfflculc Co sclenClflcally 
, prove one Idea or Xncarpraraclon of a slcuaClon superior Co anochar. Educe* 
Clonai leeiiaa ofcen wear each of rheaa crXrerla and. chereforer ifra .fraquencly 
dealC. ¥lch Ideologically. , ^ 

It IdaolVgy le a pouerfu'l force ii^ educaclon In general. IC la an ev$n^ ' 

«bre pocanr force^ In dcug educeclon^ Hera reachare dlreccly confronr life 

- t ■ * 

end dearh leeuee* Drug Educacion ln^^lve|f rha phyalc^^l and nencal wall-^balng 



^mvtei To«klne.^ "Ufr and ^IghCi A Baelc Dlt&^nrlon of Ideology and Paraonallcy" 

m loberC Whlcar ad>, Tha Scwiv of Uvea (Naw yorlct AcherCon Preee, 1963)4 
i * J). 369. ' ^ ' , 



^«4v«tudMtr and lit* Ispllcatioiui for tht acvclal stAb^lltsr ot tba acbool «fk4 
>ci«i«tV* tbtM imc«rt«lfiti«i; ar^ .cffipooodtd by th« d«afttt of solid Infomtlon 
on fihlcli to bitlld aoMul drug ad uc at Ion progtraaa* For tbeaa rauona dvtia aduca* 
tloo'Baa bacova ati' J^dao log leal laaua^ Any naw ^nforwatlon nhictt say coAa Into 
tht dpig adtic^tloQ flald will be a«t by <ta*p^y Hit Idaologlcal aaaimptloiw 
' aiwftg -adt*catora. ' 

The drug aducttlon quastlonnalre prfeaenttd to tetchcrt contaload tuo . 

auraa af Ideology/' The flrat i&erely aattedt "Bo you conaldet/.yourtalf coriter- 

- - ■ ■ . ■ - . ■- .... 

vativr^ -aookaifttat llbaral^ or liberal?*^ Ra^pontea t* this qutttlon are pra*^ 

aaotad Table 5. Also preaented In TabXa S'tre '^eaulta fro* aft Identical 

quaatlon aaltad of taacbera In a National Educational Attoclatlon aurvty con* 

jducttd In 1971.1 ^ \ ^- 

■ " ' " ■ ^ . ^ - ' \ 

TABLE 5 



Cottar vatly^; 
SdcMtthat Conservative 
Sotwwluit tlbaral , 
Llbaral _ ^ 
Ali.btbert no ansvar 
Total. ^ 



Florida Educators 

Ms, 7 ^ 
<101>^ 

^ 38:7* * 
<252>, 

<208) V 

11.5 
(75) r 

' 2.4 

. _ US? 

<i51> 



NCA ^fatl0Qal Study 
{ 16,9 

' 27.8 
11,7^ 



400.0 



r 



ftttatrch Division - Httlontl Educttlon AaaoclttloDt Stttua of tba Aatrlutn 
TWachtr . WtihinitoP* D. C^t Nttlenal Education Association), p. 158. 



When ratponsit t4>-the •cljf*tttptfrt Ideologlf^l qocstlon ^te ctci«ed vlth 
••cH of the 13 drtig education questions t^vlcff^ In this study^ significant 
cottttlAtl<me v«ttt discovered* In all biit tw^ cf*^^ the xortelatlcma t^ete, 
elgnlflcint beyond, the *.0000 level. The ofo axc^ptlOTis «how«d cotteletione. , 
beyond the, « 01 level of significance* ^ / . ^ 

A second ■essvrs of Ideology vss /included In the queetlonnelre* tltle^ 
. conelsteij'of 15 qua etlons^ borrowed ^1ro« a battery of Iteaie developed by Sllven 



TosAclse^ .These 2 aeaeuree ^eseAed^ to tap sUithtly different, dlttenalona of 
, teacher Ideology, but we need n^t explore theae dlfferencee here. Suffice 
It to say that correl^^tlone between the two neaaurea (tttat developed by^^ Silvan 
Totiklna •nd self*report)^ algniflcant beyond the- •0000 levelJ . ^_ 

While these correlations are .suggest Ive, we wlahad to. preaa the .lsaue 
further*" . ^ ■ " " . " " 

we aaksd the qy^tlon. "Do educetors hold consistently cohaervative or. 
llbersl Ideas spross .a nuiber of educational issues or« does, ideology^^ff^ct^ 
sons educatlonel/iallef s and not . othe^rs'/' To answer thl^ question we Investl* 
gate<ra nusA>er^of Issues outslde/of drug education. Questions not dealing 
directly vit^ drag education w^re grouped under 3 headings; 

; . ■ ■ ; 

Proper Kol4^. of ^eachers and Adninlstrators 
School Rules and School Pfoblevi 
3; Caspus Unrest 



^The first exception was on the queatlon^ "By ths tine a child begins to use 
paychedellc druga he la protubly so psychologically disturbed that the school^ 
can do very little to atralghten hlat out/' Correlatloni with Ideological 
Self Ke'port were beyond the *0010 level. The second exception was found 
on the question^ ^"One reason ^y children use ^frugs Is that druga are plea* 
aureble*" Correlatlona vlth Ideology on this question were' beyond the *0093 
level. ■ / f ' 



7 Tht Jut^otiB fot Drtig.UK ^ . ^ ^ - 

' 5* ^TdicitM mnd FttBctlptlofu " ^ 

\ tb clitlfy put an«lyBltf dltficte4 out attention to those educators who 
^te Identified as contfletently llbetal and donelstcntly consemtlve. Ue . 
dealt with 140 educators who Identified thenuelvee llbetil on, the Self 

; tefMtt ^etlon. aiid veto fouivd .j:o be llbetal oii the Silvan Tonklne acale. 
We eleo deelt with 96 educe to ta vete Identified a«- conservative on both 
.the Self Repot t and the Tontklne 9cale,, . ' ^ ^ 

By focusing on pute llbetal and cotvsetvatlve categotles, differences 
In attitudes towatd education wete dtaoiatisfed. Ic was assulked that libl^l 
educatots would take « inote "chlld->ccnteted*' position on educational ^ Issues 
end thet canservatj.vei^||p«i^t^nd to be ikote^"tule otlented.'V : 

Scotes on the Item were avetaged within categotJl«^r It was anticipated" 
that the ttfsponsei ftow the categotles vould ptedlct Whethet a teachet wee a 
political consetvatlve ot a llbetal. A step wise dlsctlttlnant function analysl 
ves ^conducted In vhlch the cetegoty scotes wete the Independent vatlables and 
political, Ideology was the dependent vatleble. 
leeults ^- . ^ ^ - 

. The tesults the analysis sttongly suppotted the contentlorv-CHat 
etrltudee towatd dtug education apeclfld^llyt an^school tules In genetalt 
Wte teleted to political ideology. Iti othet votdSt'teachets ^th the sane 
Ideology ^tend»t lo tespond In e slmllat way on itens vlthln each category* 
El|£hty-^sl^ pet'cent of the llbetals and seventy: nine petcent of the consetva* 
tlves vere jiottectly classified by the analysis of their responses to the 
•ix cetegotleav * * " , - . - 
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All: slx.ca^egorles.^^e « starisrlc«l|,y significant contribution to the 
malyiii^ usio& Vlllks La«b4» as^'tbe ctiteti^^ and a SLgnif ii:ance Xevel of 
p""-^ -01* lh0 gteatest di£fet«nce« between illbetald and conservatives ver« 
^due to attitudes totMtdsvp^nlshnent fot ^tdg offenses. Libetala indicated 

- - * , . o 

sot ^teluctance to repott drug offenders to the lav. 

^ - -■ ,^ . 

"Arrirtided reward coUegs unresr ^d differences in the pexceprion of rhe . . 

. ^ i ^ ^ ^ - ' 

role of reacheri were of secondary inporrance In dlfferenrlaring liberal and 

- - ■ : . ■ I . - 

conservscive teachers. Condervarive teacheirs reported that college unreet was 

^ the "work of trouble Aakers^whlle liberals blelieved college unrest was the resulr 

- ^ ^ ' ■ " " " 
oi ajeglrlmate conce^|^c>ver social issues. Liberal reachers tended to belieye 

that perjsonal characteristics of the teachers were the ba^is fot student teapect 

while conserV'Stlve teachets stated that automatic tespect should cone with the 

teachet tole,_ . ■ ^ " . 

^ the tenaining thtee categoties did v^e independent conttibutlons to the 

explanation of the diffetences In attitudes be^^een teachets. Teachets diffeted 

over the effectiveness pf drug education ptogtams^ libetalti believe^ tKat thie 

ptogtatts vete of value in teducing dtug uscv Diffetences in attitudes tpwatd 

the danget o{ drug use and the^ Support of school rtiles were smaller than found 

in other Categories. ' ^ ^ \^ 

the otientation of libetal teachers as "child centet^d*' and conservative 

-y . - ' ■ " ^ 

jteachcts as "tule otiented" was substantiated by the analysis. T«achets responded 
to questionnaire itetis In predictable ways. The^ Implication of these findings 
is that teachets will teact to education ptogtams in genetal,. and dtug education 
programs in particular, veify diffetently depending upon theit ideoTogif^al 
Otientation. ' " . 
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